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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENRERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

TRANSMISSION AGENCY OF NORTHERN
CALIFORNIA .

V.

Docket NO. EL92-26-000

PACIFIC GAS AND ELEZCTRIC COMPANY,
ET. AL.

MOTION TO INTERVENE
BY THE DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

— OF THE STATE OF CALTFORNIA

DANIEL E. LUNGREN
Attorney General

WALTER E. WUNDERLICH
Acting Assistant Attorney General

MARK J. URBAN
Deputy Attorney General

1515 K Street, Suite 511
P.0. Box 944255 i
Sacramento, California 94244-2550

Telephoner (916) 324-5347

Attorneys €or the California
Department OF Water Resources

NOTE: Copy of full exhibit is on file in the City Clerk"s office.




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Transmission Agency_ oOf
Forthern Califomia,

Ve

. . Docket No. ELS2-26-000
Pacific 648 and Electric

Company,

southern California Edison
Company, and

San Diego (Gas & Electric
Company

N Nt Ns” Nt St S Nt Napt St ot o ot gt Nt

NOTICE OF INTERVENTION

Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Rules Of Practice and
Procedure of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the
California Public Utilities Commission hereby gives notice of its

intervention iIn the above-docketed proceeding.

Respectfully submitted,
PETER ARTH, JR.
EDWARD W. O’NEILL
PETER G. FAIRCHILD
By: /s/ PETER G. FAIRCHILD

Peter G. Fairchild

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CaA 94102
(415) 703-2049

Attorneys for the California
DATED: June 17, 1992 Public Utilities Commission



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON,

PACIFIC Gkgné.ND ELECTRIC COMPANY

SAN DIEGO GAS 6 ELECTRIC COMPANY

Docket No. ER92-626-000

Sy Nt \A

MOTION TO INTERVENE
BY THE DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

¥ _THE STATE OF FORRIA :

DANIEL E. LUNGREN
Attorney General

WALTER E. WUNDERLICH
Acting Assistant Attorney General

MARK J. URBAN
Deputy Attorney General

1515 X Street, Suite 511

P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, California 94244-2550
Telephoner (916) 324-5347

Attorneys for the california
Department of Water Resources




UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON,
PACIFIC GAgnéND ELECTRIC COMPANY

)

3 Docket No. ER92-626-000
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY )
)
)

INTRODUCTION
The Department of Water Resources of the State of

California ("Department”) seeks leave of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Comission (”"Commission”) to intervene iIn the above-
entitled. proceeding. The Department files this motion pursuant
to Section 308 of the Federal Power Act (16 u.S.C , § 825g(a))
and Ruies 211 and 214 of the Ccmmission’s Rules OfF Practice and
Procedure (18 C.F.R. §§ 385.211, 385.214).

The persons to whom correspondence, pleadings and other

papers regarding this proceeding should be addressed and the

persons whose names are to be placed on the Commission’s Official

service list, are designated a5 follows pursuant to Rule 203:

MARK J. URBAN

Deputy Attorney General

1515 K Street, Suite 511

P. O. Box 944255

Sacramento, California 94244-2550
(Telephone: 916/324-5347)




DAN HERDOCIA

Energy Division

Department of Water Resources

1416 9th Street, Roam 335-12

P. O. Box 942836 )

Sacramento, California 94236-0001
(Telephone: 916/322-3802)

DAVID L. RAY

Staff Counsel

D~partment Of Water Resources

1416 9th Street, Room 1118-19
Sacramento, California 95914
{(Telephone: 916/653-7604)

The address of the Department is P.0. Box 942836,

Sacramento, California 94236-0001.

T:E DEPARTMENT'S POWER OPERATION

The Department is an agency of the State of California.
It is responsible for monitoring, conserving and developing
California’s water resources and providing public safety and
preventing property damage related to water resources. A primary
responsibility of the Department is the construction, operation,
and maintenance oOf the California State Water Project (#swp”).
The swP is an integrated network of aqueducts, reservoirs and
hydroelectxic facilities which delivers water to much of
California.

The swp is the single largest power consumer in
California. The Department provides power for operating the swp
from generation facilities owned by the Department and from
purchases and exchanges with utilities in California, the Pacific
Northwest, and the Pacific Southwest.

The Department is dependent upon Pacific Gas and
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Electric Company (PGLE) and Southern California (SCE)
transmission systems for the delivery of certain resources to Swp
loads. Under the April 1982 Comprehensive Agreement between the
Department and PG&E (FERC Rate Schedule No. 77), the Department
contracts for transmission services to operate the swp in
Northern and Central California. The Department has also
arrenged for long-term transmission service through its 1967 ERV
Contract with PG&E, SCE and San Diego Gas and Electric Company
(SDG&E) (FERC Rate Schedule No. 84) which provides 300 mw of
entitlement on the Pacific AC Intertie. In addition, the
Depariment has an option for future ownership of the California

Oregon Transmission Project (COTP).

INTEREST O. DEPARTMEN. IN THIS PROCEEDIN

Section 308 of the Federal Power Act establishes the
Conmission's general authority to admit intervenors as parties to
Commission proceedings. The Section provides, in pertinent part:

- = « In any proceeding bsfore it, the
Commission, in accordance with such rules and
regulations as it may prescribe, may admit as
a party any interested State, State
Ccammission, municipality, or any
representative of interested consumers or
security holders, or any competitor of a
party to such proceeding, or any other person
whose participation in the proceeding may be
in the public interest.

Rule 214 of the Commission®s Rules of Practice and Procedure set
forth the Commission’s criteria for intervention under Section
308 of the Act. According to that rule, a timely filed motion to
intervene need only show that #[t]lhe movant has or represents an
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interest which may be directly affected by the outcome of the
proceeding.’" (18CFR. § 385.214(b).)

SCE, PGsE and sSpG&E (collectively, *"the Companies')
initiated this proceeding by filing, as a rate schedule, the
“Loordinated Operations Agreement between [the Companies] and
Participants in the California-Oregon Transmission Project."” The
Tiling sets forth rates, terms and conditions under which the
Pacific AC Intertie transmission facilities, largely owned by the
Companies, will be operated in coordination with the COTP. The
Department is a participant in the COTP with an option for
arrroximately 100 MW of future ownership. The Department also
has existing contractual rights on the Pacific AC Intertie to 300
MW of transmission capacity. Since the COTP, the Pacific AC
Intertie, and their coordinated operation are the subjects of the
instant filing, the Department has an interest in assuring that
the results of this proceeding do not adversely affect these

existing rights.

CONCLUSION
The Department’s participation In this case will be in
the public interest. The Depurtment’s interest may be affected
by this proceeding and will not be adequately represented by any
other party. The Department reserves the right to raise any

issue that may develop during the course of this proceeding.



Accordingly, the Department hereby requests that this
Commission enter an oxder granting this Motion to Intervene.

pated: June 22, 1992

DANIEL E. LUNGREN, Attorney General
of the state of California
WALTER E. WUNDERLICH
Assistant Attorney General
MARK J. URBAN
Deputy Attorney General

Mo Usfr

MARK J. URBAN
Deputy Attorney General

Attorneys for the California
Department Of Water Resources



DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY MAIL

Case Name: Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Docket NO. FERC Proceeding No. ER92-410-000

1. I declare that 1 am employed in the County of
Sacramento, California; that I am 18 years of age or older and
not a party to the within entitled cause; that my business
address 1s 1515 K Street, P. O. Box 944255, Sacramento,
California, 94244-2550.

2. I am readily failiar with the business practice
of the California Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney
General for collection and processing of correspondence for
mailing with the United States postal Service; the correspondence
will be deposited with the United States Postal Service this same
day in the ordinary course of business. i )

3. On June 22, 1992, following the ordinary business.
practice, | served the attached:MOTION TO INTERVENE BY THE

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES OF THE STATE OF CALIPORNIA
- In said cause by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a
sealed, postage prepaid, envelope in the mail room of the
California Department OF Justice, Office of the Attorney General

for collection and mailing in Sacramento, California, addressed
as follows:

SEE ATTACHED MAILING LIST

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing
is true and correct.

Executed June 22, 1992, at Sacramento, California.

ark J. Urban fyy\414/AL Li/téﬁZ"\\\

{(Typed Name) Declarant
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Peter Arth, Jr., General Counsel,
California Public Utilities Comm.
State Building, Room 5138

505 Van Ness Avenue

Ssan Francisco, ¢ca 94102

United States Dept. of Energy
Western Area Power Adm.

Area Manager

1825 Bell st., ste. 105
Sacramento, CA 95825

San Juan Suburban Water Dist.
Gen. Manager and Secretary
9935 Auburn Folsom Rd. (95661)
P.O. Box 2157

Roseville, CA 95746

S. San Joaquin Valley Pwr. Athor.
Manager

21 F Street, Ste. 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Joseph B. #Harcotte, Chairman
Lloyd Harvego, Exec. Dir.
Transmission Agency of No. Ca.
P.O. Box 15129

Sacramento, CA 95851-0129

City of Lodi

City Clerk, City Ball
305 West Pine Street
Lodi, CA 95240

city of Palo Alto
City Clerk, City Hall
250 Hamilton Ave.
Palo Alto, CA 94301

San Diego Gas & Electric Co.
George L. Nelms

Power Contracts Admin.

101 Ash st., (92101)

P.O. Box 1831

San biego, cA 92112

City of Santa Clara
City Clerk, City Hall
1500 Warburton Ave.
Santa Clara, ¢a 95050

Ccarmichael Water District
Director

7001 Fair Oaks Blvd.
Carmichael, CA 95608

City of Vernon, Calif.
City Administrator
4305 Santa Fe Avenue
Vernon, CA 90058

Shasta Dam Area P.U.Dist.
President

1650 stanton Drive

P.0. Box 777

Central Valley, ca 96019

City of Alameda

City Clerk, City Hall
Santa Clara Ave. & Oak
Alameda, CA 94501

City of Healdsburg
City Clerk, City Hall
126 Matheson St.
Healdsburg, CA 95448

City of Lompoc

City Clerk, City Hall
100 Civic Center Plaza
Lompoc, CA 93438

City of Redding

City Clerk, City Hall
760 Parkview Ave.
Redding, caA 96001

City of Roseville
City Clerk, city Hall
311 Vernon 5t.
Roseville, cA 95678

City of Ukiah

City Clerk, City Hell
300 Sseminary Ave.
Ukiah, CA 35482



S. California Edison Co.
Robert Kendall
Manager—Power Contracts
2244 \Walnut Grove Ave.
P.0. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Plumas-Sierra REC
2329 Chandler Road
Quincy, CA 95971-0715

Jan shori, Esq.

SMUD

6201 S Street

Sacramento, CA 95817-1899

Bernard Speckman
Manager—Power Contracts
Pacific Gas & Electric
77 Beale Street

San Francisco, CA 94106

Wallace L. Duncan
James D. Pembroke
Richmond P. Allan
Thomas L. Rudebusch
Duncan, Weinberg, Miller
and Pembroke
1615 M Street, N.w., Ste. 800
Washington, D.C. 20031

David Ray

CA Dept. of Water Resources
Energy bPivision

P.0. Box 942836
Sacramento, ca 94236-0001

Dan Herdocia, Energy Div.
Dept. Water Resources
P.O. Box 942836
Sacramento, CA 94236-0001

Harrison Call, Jr.
Call Co., Ltd.
Zacher House

71 E. 15th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97401

Modesto Irrigation Dist.
Chief Executive Officer
1231 Eleventh st.

P.O. Box 4050

Modesto, CA 95532

Turlock Irrigation Dist.
General Manager

333 E. Canal Drive
Turlock, ca 95381-0949

Michael S. Hindus  _
Pacific Gas & Electric
77 Beale Street

San Francisco, CA 94106

Margaret Sommers
So. cA Edison Co.
P.0. Box 800
Rosemead, CA 91770

E. Gregory Barnes )
San bpiego Gas & Electric
P.O. Box 1831

San Diego, ¢ca 92112

Jane Ryan

Newman & Holtzinger
1615 L Street, N.w.
Ste. 1000

Washington, D.C. 20036



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

CALIFORNIA EDISON
BXSTIIFIEIICH GAS AND ELECTRIC cOMPANY
and

)

) Docket No. ER92-626-000
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY )
)

MOTION TO INTERVENE
BY TEE DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
OF_THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DANIEL E. LUNGREN
Attorney General

WALTER E. WUNDERLICH
Acting Assistant Attorney General

MARK J. URBAN
Deputy Attorney General

1515 K Street, Suite 511

P.O. Box 944255

Sacramento, California 94244-2550
Telephoner (916) 324-5347

Attorneys for the california
Department OF Water Resources
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"-UNITED STATES OF AMERIGA!Y CL7
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY comMTalion

Southern California Edison Company )

Pacific Gas and glectric Company ) Docket No. ER92-626-000
an )

San Piego Gas & Electric Company )

NOTICE OF EXTENSION OF TIME
(June 18, 1992)

On June 15, 1992, the Transmission Agency of Northern
California (TANC) filed a motion for an extension of time to file
protests and motions to intervene IN response to the commission's
Notice of Filing issued June 12, 1992, In the above-docketed
proceeding. In its motion, TANC states that Pacific Gas and
Electric Company®s, Southern California Edison Company®s and San
Diego Gas & Electric Company's (Companies') joint rate filing in
this g;oceeging raises both technical and policy i1ssues which
must reviewed and analyzed in connection with two other
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) dockets (Docket Nos.
ER92-595-000 and ER92-596-000) which are closely interrelated.
TANC requests that the Commission establish the same due date for
interventions for the three interrelated dockets. TANC also
states that additional time is needed because of the size and
complexity of PG&E's filing in the above-docketed proceeding.
TANC further states that the Companies do not object to the
motion for additional time and that those TANC members who will
be beneficiaries of the services contemplated In the Companies-
filing support the motion.

_Upon consideration, notice is hereby given that an extension
of time for filing protests and motions to intervene is granted

tc and including June 29, 1992.

Lois D. Cashell
Secretary

pc-A-41
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Southern California Edison Company

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
and

San Diego Gas & Electric Company

Docket No. ER92-626-000

N N Wt N\ et o

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION — —icn %
MOTION TO INTERVENE, TO CONSOLIDATE, - -

AND Eai%téEgg ,FO:E)WING

The Western Area Power Administration ("Western®), an
agency of the uU.s. Department of Energy ("DoE"), files this
Motion to Intervene, To Consolidate, and Request for Hearing
in this docket. Western makes this filing In accordance
with the Federal Energy Regulatory commission's
("commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure.?

I. Introduction

On June 9, 1992, the Southern California Edison
Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, and San Diego Gas
and Electric Company ("the Companies"™) tendered for filing
with the Commission a Coordinated Operations Agreement
between Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and
Electric Company, and San biego Gas and Electric Company,
and Participants iIn the California-Oregon Transmission

Project ("COTP"). The commissicn issued a Notice of Filing

' 18 CFR Part 385 (1991).

@r92626\mtoi.626
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on June 12, 1992, with motions to intervene or protests due
by June 26, 1992. By Order dated June 18, 1992, the
commission extended the filing deadline to June 29, 1992.

Construction of the COTP was authorized by the Energy
and Water Development Appropriation Act, 1985,% which

provided that:

Notwithstanding the Erovisions of section 8 of
Public Law 88-552, the Secretary of Energy is
authorized to construct Or participate in the
construction of such additional facilities as he
deems necessary to allow mutnally beneficial power
sales between the Pacific Northwest and California
and to accept funds contributed by non-Federal
entities for that purpose:

On December 19, 1984, Western, virtually all the public

power entities in northern California, including a

consortium of public power entities represented by the

Transmission Agency OfF Northern California ("TANC"), PG&E,

Southern California Edison Company, San Diege Gas and

Electric Company, the Los Angeles Department of Water and

Power, and the California Department of Water Resources

executed a Memorandum Of Understanding ("Mou®) for the COTP.

The MOU set Forth the general plan for construction and

operation of the coTp. The Supplemental Apgprcpriations Act

for Fiscal Year 1985 approved the Mou, and named the project

"The Harold T. (Bizz) Johnson california-Pacific Northwest

416.

¢ Act of July 16, 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-360, 98 Stat. 403,
The cited portion of the Act iIs codified at 16 U.S.C. §

837g-1.

@r92628\mtoi.626



Intertie Line."® An Annex to the Mou was executed as of
February 22, 1986, which added additional participants to
the COTP

II. Motion to Intervene

Western is a signatory to the Mou and subsequent COTP
documents, and has entitlements to capacity in the COTP. In
addition, Western s a part owner of the existing Pacific
Northwest-Pacific Southwest AC Intertie. Western will be
directly affected by any interconnection and operating
arrangements which may be established in this docket, and no
other party can represent Western®s interests effectively.
Western is continuing to study the Companies® filing, and
takes no position at this time as to the reasonableness of
th@ filing.

For these reasons, Western requests the commission to
grant its Motion to Intervene in this docket. Western
requests that all correspondence, pleadings, and other
communications concerning this docket be served upon:

Michael S. Hacskaylo
Office of General counsel
Western Area Power Administration

P.O. Box 3402
Golden, CO 80401-3398

3 Act of August 15, 1985, Pub. L. No. 99-88, 99 Stat, 293,
321; H.R. Rep. No. 99-142, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. 83-84 (1985): S.
Rep. No. 99-82, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. 102 (1985): H.R. Rep. No.
99-236, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. 51-52 (1985).

er92€626\mtol.626



Western also requests that an additional copy of any

correspondence and orders be sent to:

David G. Coleman

Area Manager o )

Western Area Power Administration

1825 Bell Street, Suite 105

Sacramento, CA 95825-1097

III. Hotion to Consolidate
To date, the Commission has issued Notices of Filing on

COTP ISSues in 5 dockets.” Four of the 5 dockets® deal
with COTP interconnection ahd operational issues. Western
believes that it would serve the public iInterest In a rapid
resolution of these related matters if the Commission
consolidates Docket EL92-26-000 (TANC, May 21, 1992); Docket
EL92-32-000 (Vernon, June 4, 1992); Docket ER92-595-000
(PG&Y, June 5, 1992); and Docket ER92-626-000 (Southern
California Edison, et al., June 12, 1992) into ona

proceeding.®

* Docket EL92-26-000 (TANC, May 21, 1992); Docket EL92-32-
000 (Vernon, June 4, 1992); Docket ER$2-595-000 (PG&E, June 5,
1932); Docket ER92-596~-000 (PG&E, June 9, 1992); and Docket ER92-
626—-000 (Southern California Edison, et al., June 12, 1992).

> Docket EL92-26-000 (TANC, May 21, 1992); Docket EL92-32-
000 (Vernon, June 4, 1992); Docket ER92-595-000 {PG&E, Junhe 5,
1992); and Docket ER92-626-000 (Southern California Edison, et
al., June 12, 1992).

8 The remaining docket, ER92-596-000, deals with
transmission service by PG&E to TANC under an existing TANC-PG&E
Coordinated Transmission Service contract. Western believes that
this docket should stand alone.

er92626\mtoi.626



IV. Request for Hearing
Should the Commission grant Western®s Motion to

Intervene, Western also moves the Commission to schedule a
hearing in this and related dockets. Given the complexities
of the issues at hand, a hearing will serve the pubic
interest by permitting intervenors to present their views on
COTP interconnected operations and related matters.
V. conclusion

For the reasons stated herein, Western requests the
Commission to grant its Motion to Intervene, i1ts Motion for
Consolidation, and schedule a hearing in this docket.

Respectfully submitted,

MaRe 0 s. #/c..lzglé

Michael S. Hacskaylo®

Office of General Counsel

Western Area Power Administration
1627 Cole Boulevard

P.0. Box 3402

Golden, co 80401-3398

(303) 231-1534

Fax No. (303) 231-7486

er92626\mtol.626



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
FERC Docket ER92-626-000

I hereby certify that on June 29, 1992, 1 mailed a copy
of the

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION
MOTION TO INTERVENE, TO CONSOLIDATE,

AND REQUEST FOR HEARING
by first class mail, postage prepaid, to:

Peter Arth, Jdr., General Counsel
California pPublic Utilities Commission
State Buildin%, Room 5138

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, ¢a 94102

California Department' of Water Resources
Chief, Energy Division

P.O.-BOX 942836

Sacramento, €A 94236-0001

carmichael Water District
Director

7001 Fair Oaks Boulevard
Carmichael, CA 95608

city of Vernon

City Administrator
4305 santa Fe Avenue
Vernon, €A 90058

San Juan Suburban Water bDistrict
General Manager and Secretary
P.0. Box 2157

Roseville, CcA 95746

Shasta Dam Area public Utility District
President

P.0. Box 777

central Valley, cA 96019

Southern san Joagquin Valley Power Authority
Manager

21 "F" Street, Suite 100

Bakersfield, ca 93301

Transmission Agency of Northern california
Chairman

P.O. Box 15129
Sacramento, CA 95851-0129

er92625\certl.626 1



city of Alameda

City Clerk, City Hall

Santa Clara Avenue and Oak Street
Alameda, CA 94501

City of Healdsburg
City Clerk, City Hall
126 Matheson Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448

city of Lodi

city Clerk, City Hall
305 West Pine Street
Lodi, CA 95240

City of Lompoc

City Clerk, City Hall
100 Civic Center Plaza
Lompoc, CA 93438

city of palo Alto
City Clerk, City Hall
250 Hamilton Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301

City of Redding

City Clerk, City Hall
760 Parkview Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

city of Roseville
City Clerk, City Hall
311 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95878

City of Santa Clara

city clerk, City Hall
1500 Warburton Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95050

City of Ukiah

city Clerk, City Hall
300 Seminary Avenue
Ukiah, CA 95482

Modesto Trrigation District
Chief Executive Officer
P.O0. Box 4050

Modesto, Cca 95532

er92626\certl. 626 2




Plumas-Sierra REC
2329 Chandler Road
Quincy, CA 95971-0715

Turlock Irrigation District
General Manager

P.O. Box 949

Turlock, cA 95381-0949

Jan Schori, Esqg.

Sacramento Municipal Utility District
6201 S Street

Sacramento, CA 95817-1899

Michael S. Hindus, Attorney
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
P.O. Box 7442

San Francisco, ca 94120

Bernard M. Speckman

Manager = Bower Contracts
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street, Room 2397

San Francisco, cA 94106

Sarah McMary

office of General -Counsel
Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208

Jane L. Ryan, Esg.

Newman & Holtzinger, p.cC.

1615 L Street, N.W. Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20036

Robert W. Kendall

Manager ~ Power Contracts

southern California Edison Company
P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91770

Margaret L. Sommers, Esq.

Southern California Edison Company
P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, ca 91770

George L. Nelms

Power Contracts Administrator
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
2.0. Box 1831

San Diego, CA 92112

er92626\certl.626 3



o

E. Gregory Barnes, Esq. .
San Diego Gas & Electric Company

P.O0. Box 1831
J@@J

San Diego, CA 92112
Bonnie L. Joknson
Office of Gegérat’fg;nsel

Western Area Pewer Administration
P.0. Box 3402

Golden, CO 80401-3398
303-231-1534

Fax No. 303-231-7486

er92626\certl. 626 4



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY "IMMISSION

Pacific Gas and Electric
Company

Docket No. ER92-596-000

et et NP g

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION
MOTION TO INTERVENE
AND REQUEST FOR HEARING
(June 29, 1392)

The Western Area Power Administration (“"Western'™ ), an
agency of the u.s. Department of Energy (*poe*), Tiles this
Motion to Intervene and Request for Hearing in this docket.
Western makes this filing in accordance with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission®s ("Commission"™) Rules of
Practice and Procedure.’

I. Introduction

On June 1, 1992, the Pacific Gas and Electric Company
("PG&E") tendered for filing with the Commission a
Transmission Rate Schedule for COTP Service provided to the
Transmission Agency of Northern California by Pacific Gas
and Electric Company. The Commission issued a Notice of
Filing on June 9, 1992, with motions to intervene or
protests due by June 23, 1992. By Order aated June 18, 1992,

the commission extended the filing deadline to June 29,

1992.

' 18 CFR Part 385 (1991).

erd32596\mtoi.596



Construction of the COTP was authorized by the Energy
and Water Development Appropriation Act, 198s5,? which
provided that:

Notwithstanding the provisions of section 8 of

Public Law 88-552, the Secretary of Energy is

authorized to construct or participate in the

construction of such additional facilities as he
deems necessary to allow mutually beneficial power
sales between the Paciric Northwest and California
and to accept funds contributed by non-Federal
entities for that purpose;
On December 19, 1984, Western, virtually all the public
power entities in northern California, including a
consortium of public power entities represented by the
Transmission Agency of Northern california ("TANC"), PG&E,
Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas and
Electric Company, the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power, and the California Department of Water Resources
executed a Memorandum of Understanding ("mou*) for the COTP.

The MOU set forth the general plan for construction and
operation of the COTP. The Supplemental Appropriations Act

for Fiscal Year 1985 approvec the MOU, and named the project

»The Harold T. (Bizz) Johnson California-Pacific Northwest

Intertie Line."™ An Annex to the MOU was executed as of

2 Act of July 16, 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-360, 98 Stat. 403,
416. The cited portion of the Act is codified at 16 u.s.c. §
537g-1.

3 Act of August 15, 1985, Pub. L. No. 99-88, 99 Stat. 293,
321; H.R. Eep. No. 99-142, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. 83-84 (1985); S.
Rep. No. 99-82, 99th Cong., 1lst Sess. 102 {(1985); H.R. Rep. No.
99-236, 99th Cong., 1St Sess. 51-52 (1985).
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February 22, 1986, which added additional participants to
the COTP.

11. Motion to Intervene

Western IS a signatory to the MoOuU and subsequent COTP
documents, and has entitlements to capacity in the COTP. In
addition, Western®s transmission system 1is directly
connected with PG&E's transmission system. As a result,
Western may be directly affected by any interconnection and
operating arrangements which may be established in this
docket. No other party can represent Western's iInterests
effectively. Western is continuing to study PG&E's Tiling,
and takes no position on the filing at this time.

For these reasons, Western requests the Commission to
grant its Moticn to Intervene in this docket. Western
requests that all correspondence, pleadings, and other
communications concerning this docket be served upon:

Michael S. Hacskaylo

Office of General Counsel

Western Area Power Administration

P.0. Box 3402

Golden, CO 80401-3398
Western also requests that an additional copy of any
correspondence and orders be sent to:

David G. Coleman

Area Manager

Western Area Power Administration

1825 Bell Street, Suite 105
Sacramento, CA 95325-1097

er92596\mtoi.596



III. Request for Hearing

Should the Commission grant Western®s Motion to
Intervene, Western also moves the Commission to schedule a
hearing in this docket. Given the complexities of the
issues at hand, a hearing will serve the pubic interest by
permitting intervenors to present their views on COT?
interconnected operations and related matters.

V. nclusion

For the reasons stated herein, Western requests the
commission to grant its Motion to Intervene and schedule a
hearing in this docket.

Respectfully submitted,

L‘u_&hQ_s&:H* {
Michael s. Hacskaylo

Office of General Counsel

Western Area Power Administration
1627 Cole Boulevard

P.O. Box 3402

Golden, CO 80401-3398

(303) 231-1534

Fax No. (303) 231-7486

er3259%6\mtoi. 596



ERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
FERC Docket ER92-596-000

I hereby certify that on June 29, 1992, | nailed a copy
of the

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION
MoTION TO INTERVENE
AND REQUEST FOR REARING

by first class mail, postage prepaid, to:

Peter Arth, Jr., General Counsel
California Public Utilities Commission
State Building, Room 5138

505 Van Nez:s Avenue .

San Francisco, CA 94102

California Department cf Water Kesources
Chief, Energy Division

P.O. Box 942836

Sacramento, cA 94236-0001

carmichael Water District
Director

7001 Fair Oaks Boulevard
Carmichael, CA 95608

city of Vernon

City Administrator
4305 Santa Fe Avenue
Vernon, CA 90058

San Juan Suburban Water District
General Manager and Secretary
P.O. Box 2157

Roseville, CA 95746

Shasta Dam Area Public Utility District
President

P.O. Bex 777

Central Valley, cA 96019

Southern San Joaquin Valley Power Authority
Manager

21 "F" Street, Suite 100

Bakersfield, ca 93301

Transmission Agency of Northern California
Chairman

R.O. Box 15129

Sacramento, CA 95851-0129

er92595\cert1.596 1



City of Alameda

city Clerk, City Hall

Santa Clara Avenue and Oak Street
Alameda, CA 94501

City of Healdsburg
City Clerk, City Hall
126 Matheson Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448

city of Lodi

City Clerk, City Hall
305 West Pine Street
Lodi, CA 95240

City of Lompoc

City Clark, City Hall
100 Civic Center Plaza
Lompoc, CA 93438

city of palo Alto
city Clerk, City Hall
250 Hamilton Avenue
Palo Alto, ca 94301

city of Redding

City Clerk, City Hall
760 Parkview Avenue
Redding, CA 96001

City of Roseville
city Clerk, City Hall
311 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678

San Diego Gas and Electric Company
Senior Vice President

Electric Operations

P.O. Box 1831

San Diego, cA 92112

city of Santa Clara
City Clerk, City Hall
1500 Warburton Avenue
Santa Clara, ¢cA 95050

Southern California Edison Company
Vice ?resident

system Planning & Operations
P.O. Box 800
Rosemead, CA 91770

er92596\certl.556 2



City cf ukiah

City Clerk, City Hall
300 Seminary Avenue
Ukiah, cA 95482

Modesto Irrigation District
chief Executive Officer
P.O. Eox 4050

Modesto, CA 95532

Plumas-Sierra REC
2329 Chandler Road
Quincy, CA 95971-0715

Turlock Irrigation District
General Manager

P.O. Box 949

Turlock, cA 95381-0949

Jan schori, Esq.

Sacranento Municipal Utility District
6201 S Street

Sacramento, CA 95817-~1899

Michael S. Hindus, Attormey
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
P.O. Box 7442

San Francisco, CA 94120

Robert J. Haywood

Vice President-Power Planning and Contracts
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street

San Francisco, ca 94106

Arnold H. Quint

Hunton & Williams

2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

@r92596\certl1.596 3



Sarah McNary

Office of General Counsel
Bonneville Power-Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208

onnie L Joknsonr /

Office of Geheral Counsel
Western Area Power Administration
P.O. Box 3402

Golden, CO 80401-3398
303-231-1534

Fax No. 303-231-7486

@r32596\certl.596 4
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TANC’s proposed rate schedule is seriously inadequate tO
accomplish its asserted purpose. 1/

TANC’s ICORS faiis to set forth many of the necessary
rates, terms, and conditions for the interconnection and
coordinated operation of inter-regional transmission lines, For
example, TANC’S proposed rate schedule provides no rate, or rate
methodology, for services performed under it. Instead, it states
only that these rates are to be determined by mutual agreement of
the parties, at some undefined date, through an "executive
committee.® ICORS Section 5.3.2. Similarly, Tanc’s proposal
leaves for future negotiation by an executive committee the
development of policies and procedures for, among other things:
(1) coordinating the operation of corp with the Pacific
Intertie; (2) scheduling transactions; (3) curtailing schedules;
and (4) determining and allocating transmission line losses.
ICORS Sections 5.3.2 and 539. as TANC points out in iIts
Application, however, the parties attempted unsuccessfully for
more than four years to negotiate agreements on the terms and

conditions for interconnection and for coordinated operations.

2/ As noted In footnote 6, supra, the Companies are not
required by the Commission’s regulations to rebut
SpGQIfIC&"K each of TANC’s allegations in this Answer. In
addition, the Companies believe that they have no obligation
at this point to provide a detailed reply to the terms of
TANC’s proposed ICORS, because those proposed terms could
be given effect only after FPA Section 202(b) and 210
proceedings, and are, in any event, part of an exhibit to an
Aﬁp!lcatlon that should be dismissed. The Companies reserve
their right to provide a more detailed critique of TANC's
ICORS if the commission should decide to permit TaNC’s
Application to proceed.
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Application at 24. IT the parties again are unable to reach
agreement, the ICORS provides that these matters would be
submitted to dispute resolution (ICORS Sections 52 and 19),
which likely would result in additional filings and litigation
before the Commission. Moreover, TANC's proposed rate schedule
provides no mechanism to resolve any of these crucial matters
pending the completion of dispute resolution. <Thus, TANC’S
proposed rate schedule would likeiy lead to additional disputes
among the parties, and could delay establishment of procedures
for interconnection and coordinated operation until well beyond
corp’s planned iIn-service date.

Moreover, Section 83 would apparently permit TANC
members to schedule transactions to and from PG&E’s Tesla
substation and to and from COTP *"at no additional costs and .
without the read for any other agreements or amendments to
existing agreements." 8/ If this section is intended to
provide TANC with free transmission Over pPG&E’s underlying
system, it is patently unreasonable. 38/ ©On June 1, 1992,

pursuant to its commitment to TANC and under Section 205 of the

g/ Because this issue has a direct impact On PG&E, PG&E IS
sponsoring this paragraph individually.

g9/ PesE’'s Tesla Substation is not part of COTP and ig not a

' transaction point for scheduling power. Transaction pointe
are only loads, resources, and_control area boundaries, not
substations. Transactions at Tesla such as TANC proposes
are simply accounting fictions contrary te utility practice.
Transactfons sought by TANC members can be accomplished
properly through either existing interconnection agreements
or the COTP Transmission Service Rate Schedule filed by pGs&E
in Docket No. ER92-596-000.
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FPA, PG&E filed i1ts COTP Transmission Service Rate Schedule.
(*CcTsRS*") (Docket No. ER92-596-0C0) to provide TANC members with
service for use iIn conjunction with CoTe. Section 83 of the
ICORS is nothing other than an attempt to circumvent the
interconnection agreements and the CTSRS by requiring PG&B to
provade free service. This i1s clearly unacceptable. The CTSRS
proceeding provides the proper forum for TANC to air any issues
it has regarding the nature of and prices for use of PGaE’s
transmission sSystem in conjunction with cOTP.

In contrast to the inadequacies of TANC’s ICORS, the
Companies’ and PGsE’s Section 205 Tilings set forth
comprehensively the rates, terxrms, and conditions for service.
Under the FPA, these rate echedules can be placed into effect in
a timely manner, and TANC will be accorded a full and fair
opportunity to challenge any provision it views as unjust or
unreasonable. Therefore, considering both the legal deficiencies
in TANC’s application and the inadequacies in its proposed rate
schedule, the Companies® and PG&B’s Section 205 filings clearly
provide the proper vehicle for evaluating the ratee, terms, and

conditions of the services to be provided.
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111. CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth herein, the Companies move tO
dismiss TANC’s Application for an order requiring interconnection
and coordinated operations. That Application ie moot in light of
the rate schedules £iled by PG&E and the Companies tO provide
these services, Moreover, TANC is not authorized by the PPA
sections i1t relies upon to seek the relief i1t is requesting, |If
TANC’s Application is not dismissed, the Companies request an.
opportunity for hearing prior to any action thereon, as required
by the PPA.

Respectfully submitted,

Y 4

Jane I. Ryan

Brian R. Gish

Richard L Roberts
Jennifer L. Key

NEWMAN & HOLTZINGER, P.C.
1615 L Street, N.W.
Suite 1000

washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 955-6600

Attorneys for

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Southern California Edison Company
San Diego Gas & Blectric Company

June 22, 1992



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have this day served the
foregoing document upon each person designated on the official

service list campiled by the Secretary in this proceeding.
Dated at Washington, D.C. this 22nd day of June, 1992.

2 A

Brian R. Gish

Newman & Holtzinger, P.C.
1615 L Street, NW.

Suite 1000

) Washington, D.C. 20036



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

City of Vernon, California,

V.

Docket No. EL92-32-000]

|
D
]
)

Pacific Gas and Electric
Company

Southern California Edison
Company, and

San biego Gas & Electric
Company

ALE1]

f
3
'
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I3
-

1
Cu oy
fkﬁﬂ333}

NOTICE OF INTERVENTION

Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Rules of Practice and
Procedure of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the
Califor. .a rublic Utilities Commission hereby gives notice of its

intervention in the above-docketed proceeding.

Respectfully submitted,
PETER ARTH, JR.
EDWARD w. O’NEILL
PETER G. FAIRCHILD
By: /s/ PETER G. FAIRCHILD

Peter G. Fairchild

505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 703-2049

Attorneys_for_the California
DATED: June 17, 1992 Public Utilities Commission



I hereby certify that | have this day served the foregoing
document upon all known parties of record in this proceeding b-
mailing by First-class a copy thereof properly addressed to each
such party.

Dated at San Francisco, California, this 17th day of
June, 1992.

/s/ PETER G. FAIRCHILD
Peter G. Fairchild

/1kw



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA DEre
BEFORE TEE A
PEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION <~ = - -

City of Vernon, California
Docket No. BL92:32-000

V.

Pacific Gas and Electric
Company,

Southern California Edison
Company, and

N et St S N e ® N et Nt st

San Diego Gas & Electric Cecmpany.

INTERVENTION, ANSWER, PROTEST,

AND MOTION TO DISMISS OF
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY,
SOUTHERN IFORNIA EDISON COMPANY,
: AS ELECTRI MPANY

AN L AN D500 QGADS &

Pursuant to Rules 211, 212, and 214 of the Rules of
Practice and Procedure of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commigsion ("FERC* Or "Commission"), 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.211,
385.212, and 385.214 (1991), Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(pG&E"), Southern California Edison Company (*Bdison®), and San
Diego Gas & Electric Company ("SDG&E") (collectively the
"Companies") hereby file this Intervention, Answer, Protest, and
Motion to Dismiss in response to the "application Tor Order
prescriping Terms And Conditions For Interconnection And
Coordinated Operation Of Facilities OF Applicant And Respondentsz
(napplicarion®) Filed by the City of vernon, California
("Vernon") on May 28, 1992. Vernon asks FERC to order the
interconnection and coordinated operation of the california-

Oregon Transmission Project (*cotp*), which is being built by the
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Transmission Agency of Northern California ("TANC®), with the
facilities of pGsE and the Pacific AC Intertie, Vernon's
Application purports to incorporate by reference the Application
for interconnection filed by TANC for the same purpose in FERC
Docket No. EL92-26-000.

As Commission precedent clearly recognizes, Vernon®s
Application sexrves no useful purpose because the Companies and
pG&E have fTiled rate schedules to provide the services that
Vernon is requesting FERC to order in this docket. Thus,

. Vernon®s Application should be dismissed as moot. Moreover, even
iIf Vernon®s Application were not moot, it should be dismissed on
the ground that the FPA provisions that Vernon has invoked,
Sections 202 (b} and 210, 1/ do not provide authority for the
relief requested.

The Commission should consider only the rate schedules
that pG&E and the Companies have proposed because the Federal
Power Act (~rpa") regulatory scheme confers on utilities the
right to define the parameters of the services they are to
provide, subject only to a finding by the Commission that the
terms and conditions of such services are unjust, unreasonable,
or unduly discriminatory. TANC’s and \Vernon®s attempts to
circumvent this regulatory scheme and preempt the Companies®™ and
PG&E’'s rate schedules with their Applications under rpa Sections
202(b) and 210 must be rejected as both unnecessary and

Inappropriate.

1/ 16 U.S.C. §§ 824a(b) and 8241 (1988).
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I. MOTION TO INTERVENR
PG&E, Edison, and SDG&E hereby move to intervene
individually in this proceeding, to the extent that intervention
IS required. Vernon has named all three Companies as
*Respondents® in its Application. |[If, in fact, PERC considers
the Companies to be respondents, they are automatically parties
pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 385.102(c) (2) (1991). In any event, all
three Companies should have party status because they have an
interest which may be directly affected by the outcome of this
*proceeding, i.e., they have rights in the Pacific Intertie, which
Vernon seeks to have operated in a coordinated manner with COTP.
The person who should receive service of documents on
Behalf of the Companies is:
Jane I. Ryan, Esq.
Newman & Holtzinger, P.C.
1615 L Street, N.W.
Suite 1000
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 955-6600
(202) 872-0582 (fa)
The persons who should receive service of documents on
behalf of PG&E are:
Bernard M. Speckman
Manager - Power Contracts
PaciTic Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street, Room 2397
San Francisco, California 94106

415) 972-1322
415) 972-2918 (fax)
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Michael S. Hindus, Esq.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street

San Francisco, California 94106
(415) 973-9809

(415) 973-9271 (fax)

The persons who should receive service of documents on
behalf of Edison are:

Robert W. Kendall

Manager - Power Contracts
Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

(818) 302-9480

(818) 302-1102 (fax)

Margaret L. Sommers, Esqg.

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

P.O. Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770

(818) 302-3860

(818) 302-4014 (fax)

The persons who should receive service of documents on
behalf of SDG&E are:

George L. Nelms

Power Contracts Administrator
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
101 Ash Street (52101)

P.O. Box 1831

San Diego, California 92112
(619) 696-1845

(619) 696-1816 (fax)

B. Gregory Barnes, Esq.

san Diego Gas & Electric Company
101 Ash Street (92101)

P.O. Box 1831 °

San Diego, California 92112
(619) 699-5019

(619) 696,4838 (fax)



IX. ANSWER., PROTEST, AND MOTXON TO DPISMISS
Vernon®s Application contains no substantive supporting

information or legal analysis of its own, but merely
*incorporates by reference® the Application for interconnection
that TANC submitted in Docket No. EL92-26-000 On May 8,
1992. 2/ The Companies have filed an answer to TANC'’s
Application on this date. The Companies attach that answer
hereto as Attachment A, and incorporate it herein as the
Companies’ answer to Vernon®s Application.

In sun, the Companies protested and moved to dismiss
TANC’s Application, and also hereby protest and move to dismiss
Vernon®s Application, for the following reasons: (1) those
applications for interconnection orders are moot and unnecessary
in light of PG&E’s and the Companies®™ voluntary filing of rate
schedules to provide for interconnection and coordinated
operations in Docket Nos. ER92-595-000 and ER92-626-000 (gee
Attachment A at 5-11); (2) Section 202(b) of the FPA cannot be
used to order an interconnection except fox the purpose of
facilitating a sale or exchange of energy with the utility
being ordered to interconnect (gee Attachment A at 12-16);
(3) Section 210 of the FPA is not available to Tanc because it

Is not an electric utility or other“entity entitled to request

4
2/ The Companies note that 18 C.F.R. Part 32 of the
commission’s regulations requires that an applicant for
an interconnection order submit specified information.
Because Vernon has not submitted any of this information,
but has merely referenced information submitted by another
entity in a different docket, i1ts application is deficient.
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relief under that section (see Attachment A at 16-18); 3/

(4) the factual accusations TANC made about the Companies’

dealings with respect to the COTP are largely distorted and

untrue {(gee Attachment A at 18-20); and (5) the proposed rate
schedule TANC submitted is inadequate to govern the complex

transactions involved iIn interconnecting and coordinating the

operations of major Inter-regional transmission lir : (gee

Attachment A at 20-23).

3/

The Companies note that Vernon, unlike TANC, may be an
*electric utility” under FPA Section 3(22). However, there
IS a separate reason why Vernon may not be able to avail
itself of Section 210. section 210(a) (1) (A) states that,
upon application, the Commission ney issue an order
requiring the physical connection of other facilities "with
the gagi%i;iz& of gych applicant.® Vernon does not allege
sufficient information in I1ts Application to show Its
ownership or control status with respect to COTP facilities.

I Vernon is not_requestin?_fntgrconnectipn with
facilities, Section 210 relief is not available tO 1t.



-7 -

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth herein and 1In the attached

Answer to TANC’s Application which is incorporated herein, the

companies request that Vemon"s Application be dismissed. If

Vernon®s Application is not dismissed, the Companies request the

opportunity for hearing required by FPA Sections 202(b) and 210.

June 22, 1992

Respectfully submitted,

S 2l

Jane I. Ryan

Brian R. Gish

Richard L. Roberts
Jennifer L. Key

NEWMAN & HOLTZINGER, P.C.
1615 L Street, N.W.

Suite 1000

Washington, p.c. 20036
(202) 955-6600

Attorneys for

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Southern California Edison Company
San Diego Gas & Electric Company



ATTACHMENT A

UNITED STATES o® AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Transmission Agency of Northern
California

v. Docket ~o0. ELS2-26-000

Company,

Southern California BAison

)

)

)

)

)

Pacific Gas and Blectri: ;
)

)

Company, and )
)

)

San piego Gas & Rlectric Company.

INTERVENTION, ANSWER, PROTEST,
AND MOTION TO DISKISS OF
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY,

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON . AXD
£aY DI ( & CTRIC COMPANY

Pursuant to Rules 211, 212, and 214 of the Rules of
practice and Procedure of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission ("FERC* oOr "Commission®"), 18 C.F.R. §§ 385.211,
385-212, and 385.214 (1991), Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(pG&E"), Southern California Edison Company (*Edison®), and San
Diego Gas & Electric Company (*SpDG&E") (collectively the
"companizs®) hereby fijle this Intervention, Answer, Protest, and
Motion TO DIsmiss in response to the "Application For Order
Prescribing Terms And Conditions For Interconnection And
Coordinated Operation of Facilities Of Applicant And Respondenta®
("application®) Filed by the Transmission Agency of Northern
California (*TANC") on May 8, 1992, and amended on May 20, 1592.

TanNC asks FERC to order the interconnection and coordinated
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cperation of the California-Oregon Transmission Project (*COTP*)
with the facilities of PG&R and the Pacific AC Intertie, and
appends to its Application a *rate schedule® setting forth the
terms and conditions under which it would like to take service.
TANC made this filing despite a firm commitment from the
Companies voluntarily to file rate schedules governing such
interconnection and coordination services.

As Commission precedent clearly recognizes, TANC’s
Application serves no useful purpose bacauee the Companies and
PG&E have filed rate schedule8 to provide the services that TANC
IS requesting FERC to order in this docket. Thus, TANC’s
Application should be dismissed as moot. Moreover, as
demonstrated belew, even if TANC’s Application were not moot, it
shouzd be dismissed on the ground that the Federal Power Act
(*Fpa®) provisions that TANC has invoked, Sections 202{b) and
210 1/, do not provide authority for the relief requested.

The Commission should consider only the rate schedules
that pc&E and the Companies have proposed because the FPA
regulatory scheme confers on jurisdictional utilities the right
to define the parameters of the services they are to provide,
subject only to a finding by the Commission that the terms and
conditions of such services are unjust, unreasonable, or unduly
discriminatory. TANC’S attempt to circumvent this regulatory
scheme and preempt the Companies’ and PG&R’s rate schedules with

its Application under FPA Sections 202 (b) and 210 and itsS own

1/ 16 U.S.C. §§ B24a(b) and 8241 (1988).
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*rate schedule" must be rejected as both unnecessary and

inappronriate.

I. HOTION TO INTERVENE

PG&E, Edison, and SDG&B hereby move to intervene
individually in this proceeding, to the extent that intervention
IS required. TANC has named all three Companies as *Respondents®
in 1t3 Application. 1I£, iIn fact, PERC conaiders the Companies
to be respondents, they are automatically parties pursuant to
10 C.F.R. § 385.102(c) (2) (1991). In any event, all three

. Companies should have party etatus because they have an interest
which may be directly affected by the outcome Of this proceeding,
i.e., they have rights in the Pacific Intertie, which TANC seeks
to have operated in a coordinated manner with coTe.

The person who should receive service Of documents ON

behalf of the Companies is:

Jane I. Ryan, Esq.
Newvman & Holtzinger, P.C.
1615 L Street, N.W.

Suite 1000

Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 955-6600

(202) 872-0582 (fax)

The persons who should receive service of documents on

behalf of PG&E are:
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Bernard M. Speckman

Manager = Power Contracts
Pacific Gas and Rlectric Company
77 Beale Street, Room 2397

San Francisco, California 34106
(415) 972-1322

(415) 972-2916 (fax)

Michael 8. Hindus, Esq.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street

San Prancisco, California 94105
(415} 973-9809 )

(415) 973-9271 {(fax)

The persons who should receiv - service of documents on
. behalf of Edison are:

Robert w. Kendall

Manager - Power Contracts

Southern California Edison Company
2244 \Walnut Grove Avenue

P.O. Box 800

Rogemead, California 91770

(818) 302-9480

(618) 302-1102 (fax)

Margaret L. Sommers, Esg.

Southern California Edison Company
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

P.O. Box 8GO0

Rosemead, California 91770

(818) 302-3860

(818) 302-4014 (fax)

The persons who should receive service of documents on
behalf of SDG&E are:

George L. Nelms

Power Contracts Administrator
San Diego Gas & Blectric Company
101 Ash Street [$2101)

P.0. Box 1831

San Diego, California 32112
{(619) 696-1645

{619) 696%1816 (fax)
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E. Gregory Barnes, Esq.
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
101 Ash Street (92101)
P.0. Box 1831
San Diego, California 92112
619) 699-5019
619) 696-4838 (fax)

The Commission should not entertain TANC’s Application
for two independent reasons. FPirst, TaNC’s Application is moot
because PG&E and the Companies have filed rate schedules that
provide for the Interconnection and coordination that TANC
- requests FERC to order- Second, FPA Sectious 202(b) and 210,
upon which Tanc relies, do not provide authority for the relief
it seeks. The Commission thus ehould dismiss TanC’s Application
and proceed to consider the justness and reascnableness OF the
terms and conditions of the rate schedules that the Companies and
pG&E have fTiled,

A. TANC’S APPLICATION HAS BECCNME UNNECESSARY AN MOOT BECAUSE
PG&E AN’D TKE COM?ANIBS KAVE SUBMITTED RATB s:'xxnms TO

EBven IT the Commission had the authority to consider
TANC’s Application pursiznt to FPA Sections 202(b) and 210, which
the companies contend it does not for the reasons stated in
part B below, the Commission should dismiss the Application as
Mmoot because PG&E and the Companies have voluntarily submitted
rate schedules to provide for the requested interconnectior and
coordinated operation. A proceeding under Fra sections 292 (b)

and 210 would not only serve no usefui purpose in light of rpa
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Section 205 proceedings on the same subject, but also would cause
substantially more delay and burden,

As TANC acknowledges, the Companies promised TANC in
FPebruary 1932, that, if NnO mutual agreement were reached as to
interconnection and coordination issues, the Companies would, by
June 1, 1992, file rate schsdulae to effectuate such services.
Application at 24-25; and Bxhibit J. PG&R, in fact, filed an
Interconnection Rate Schedule (Docket No. BR92-595-000) a2nd a
COTP Transmission Service Rate Schedule (Docket No. ER92-596-000)
on June 1, 1992, and the Companies filed a Coordinated Operations
Agreement on June 8, 1992 (Docket No. ER92-626-000). 2/ As
discussed more fuily in Part D below, these rats schedules
provide for the services that TANC is asking FERC to order, and
do so more comprehensively than does the *rate schedule" that
TANC proposes. TANC is able to participate fully in Section 205
proceedings to determine whether the rates, terms, and conditions
of those rate schedules are just and reasonable. It is a mystery
why TANC felt compelled to expend its resources, and these of the
Companies and the Commission, in pursuit of extraordinary relief

rather than waiting less than a month to see what the Companies
would file.

The Section 205 proceeding is the traditiocnal and

most efficient forum to address the issues about which TANC may

2/ As the Companies explained in a letter to TANC dated May 28,
1992, slightly more time was unexpectedly required to file
the Coordinated Operations Agreement due to the sudden death
of a key person involved in that filing.
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be concerned. Section 205(c) of the PPA and Section 3.1 of the
Commission’s regulations require that every public utility file
full and complete rate schedules. Section 205(e) allows the
Commission to enter into an iInvestigation of the lawfulness of
such rate schedules. There is no provision in the rpPA for those
desiring services from a public utility to file and ask the
Commission to adopt rate schedules governing those services.

TANC asserts that it needs the requested services to be
in effect by the projected COTP iIn-service date of January 1,
1993, and uses this timeliness argument as a reason for its
Application. Application at 27, 34. However, PG&E’s and the
companies® rate schedules filed under FPA Section 205 can be in
effect by January 1, 1993, whereas a proceeding under Sections
202 (b} Or 210 would probably not be completed by then. while
the Commission may accept and place into effect pGsE’s and
the Companies®™ rate schedules within sixty days pending an
investigation, Section 202(b) allows the Commission to direct an
interconnection only "after opportunity for hearing® and after
finding that the interconnectirn would be In the public interest
and would create no undue burden for the utility. Similarly, a
Section 210 order can be issued only after notice, ®opportunity
for an evidentiary hearing,. a propésed order, and after makxing a
number of specified determinations. 8ee PPA Sections 210(b),
(¢); 212. Thus, the Section 205 process provides a far better

chance for having teris and conditions for the interconnection
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and coordinated operation in place prior to COTP energization

than proceedings under Sections 202(b) and 210.

The Commission’e decision In Kentucky Utilities Co.,
4 P.E.R.C. § 61,120 (1978), provides clear precedent for
dismissing TANC’s Application In light of PGaR’s and the
Companies®™ Section 205 filings. There, two customers filed an
FPA Section 202(b) application asking FBRC to order physical
interconnection of a new delivery point with Kentucky uUtilities
{*xU"). Several months later, XU filed a general wholesale rate
Increase, and committed to the desired interconnection under the
terms and conditions of the new rate schedule i1t had filed.
After xu made this commitment, the Commission dismissed the
Section 202 (b) application as unnecessary. The Conmmission
specifically found that the Section 202 (b) process would cause
more delay and "would serve no useful purpose® iIn light of KU’s
assent to provide the service:

We note that, under Section 202(b) , this

Commission IS em red to compel a public

utilitﬁ to establish a physical connection
with the faciiities OF another electric
system only after the opportunity for a
. Despite any attempt tO expedite_

such proceedings, a Tull evidentiary hearing
would necessarily occasion some delay in
effectuating a tap for which the applicants
allege an Iimminent need. . . . Inview OF
the company’s manifestation of assent to the
interconnection under the terms of the rate
schedule which is herein accepted for filing
and which w#ill become effective, Subject to
refund, prior to the data upon which Section

202 (b) proceeding8 could reasonably be
completad, it appears that ini&iaizgn_gf_nn
indecendent Section 202(b) hearing would

sexrve no useful purpose and might



Id. at 61,279 (emphasis added). The Commission noted that the
customers would have the opportunity in the rate case to litigate
disputed provisions that apply to any service point. 14, at
€1,279-80. See also Illinods Mun, Utils. Ass’n V. Illinois Power
Co,, 56 F.P.C. 960, 962 (1976) (Commission terminated

Section 202 (b) proceeding where utility had tendered unexecuted
interconnection agreement) .

In addition to the timeliness advantage of Section 205
proceedings, they also are considerably less cumbersome than.
Section 202(s>’ and 210 proceedings. The applicant In
Section 202 (b) and 210 proceedings has the burden of proving a
number of specific facts before an order can be issued. See,
e.9., City of Pigua v, Dayton Power & Light Co., 46 F.R.R.C.

§ 61,143 at 61,519 (1989) (Commission specifies issues that must
be addressed In bearing pursuant to Sections 202(b) and 210).
Under Section 202(b)}, the applicant must prove four facts:

(1) that the action is necessary or appropriate in the public
interest; (2) that no undue burden would be placed upon the
public utility: (3) that the order would not compel the
enlargement OF generating facilities; and (4) that the public
utility’s ability to render adequateé service to its customers
would not be impaired. Tapoco. Inc., 39 F.B.R.C. § 61,363 at
62,183-85 (1987), modified, a5 P.B.R.C. § 61,266 (1988). Tre

requirements for a Commission order under FPA Section 210 are
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even more numerous and more specific. FRRC must determine that
such an order:
(1) 1s in the public interest,
(2) would --

(a) encourage overall conservation of energy or
capital,

(B) optimize the efficiency of use of facilities
and resources, Or

(c) improve the reliability of any electric
utility system or Federal power marketing
agency to which the order applies, and

(3) meets the regquirements of Section 212, which
requires that FERC determine that the order:

(a) is not likely to result In a reasonably
ascertainable uncompensated economic loss for
any electric utility, qualifying cogenerator,
or gualifying small power producer, as the
case may be, affected by the order;

(b} will not place an undue burden ON an electric
utility, qualifying cogenerator, or
gualifying small power producer, as the case
may be, affected by the order;

{c) will not unreasonably impair the reliability
of any electric utility affected by the
order; and

(d) will not ir the ability of any electric
utility affected by the order to render
adequate service to 1tsS customers.

Further, Sections 210(b) (2) and 212(c) outline the specific
procedures that must be followed before an order under Section

9
210 can issue. These procedures involve affording an opportunity
for an evidentiary hearing, ipsuing a proposed order, providing

time for the parties to reach agreement, and issving a final
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order- Obviously, proceedings under either Section 202(b) oOr 210
would be long and complicated.

For these reasons, the Commission should fcllow ItS
EKentucky Utilities precedent and dismiss TANC’s Application as
unnecessary. Proceeding under Sections 202(b) Or 210 would
require the time-consuming and wasteful litigation of issues that
need not be determined in light of PGxB’s and the Companies’
willingness to provide service. 3/ Any concerns that TANC may
have about the terms and conditions of such service can be fully
aired in the Section 205 proceeding8 relating tO PG&E’s anl the
Companies’ rate schedule filings.

8. FPA SECTIONS 202(b) AND 210 DO NOT PROVIDE AUTHORITY POR

In its Application, TANC asks the Commission 1O order
Interconnection and coordinated operation of the corp with
facilities of PG&E and the Pacific AC Intertie. Application
at 2. TANC relies upon FPA Sections 202(b) and 210 as authority
for its requested relief. Application at 1, 29-33. However,
TANC’s Application dces not meet the statutory criteria of either
BPA Section.

3j The Companies reserve their rights to litigate any and all
izsues under Sections 202(b) and 210 if proceedings should
be instituted. ®othiag In the Companies’ and PGaR’s
Section 205 filing8 or in this Motion should be deemed an
admission OF any Tacts required to be proved under
Sections 202 (b} or 210.
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1. Section 202(b) IS Availadble Only 10 Establish A .
Physical Connection To Purchase Energy From Or Exchange
BReTaY WATH ¥ 1-2y-{e pLerconne

TANC’s Application does noOt demonstrate that TANC is
entitled to relief under PPA Section 202(b). Section 202 (b)
provides that the Commission may, by order after notice and
opportunity for hearing:

[Dlirect a public utility (if the Commission
finds that no undue burden will be plzced

upon such public utility thereg¥] to
establish ; its
transmission facilities with the facilities
of one or more other persons engaged in the
tranemission Or sale Of electric energy, to

16 US.C. 824a(b) (1988) (emphasis added). TANC omits the

last underlined phrase abeve when it quotes Section 202 (b)
(Applicationat 29), but this phrase in fact.defeats TANC’s
reliance on this Section. TANC does not allege that it wants or
needs the requested interconnection for the purpose of buying
energy from the companies oOr exchanging energy with them. Yet,
this is the only purpose for which an interconnection order under
Section 202(b} ie available. This ig further clarified by the
proviso that follows the quoted portion above, which states that
the commission shall have no authority *to compel the enlargement
of generating facilities for such purposes, nor to compel such
public utility to sell or exchange energy when to do so would
impair I1ts ability to render adequate service to its

customers.®* JId,
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There is apparently no precedent where the Cermission
has ordered a Section 202(b) interconnection independent from the
applicant®s desire to purchase energy from OF exchange energy
with the utility subject to the order. TANC cites four cases in
support Of the Commission’s authority to order the interconnec-
tion under Section 202(b) (Applicationat 30), but all have
significantly different facts and provide nc support for TANC’Ss
request. Pennsylvania Water & Power Co, v, FPC, 343 U.S. 414
(1952) , was not even a Section 202(b) case. There, the Supreme
court upheld the Commission’s authority under Section 206 to
require the utility to continue to buy, eell, and transmit power
with another utility in the same manner in which they had been
functioning for more than twenty years under a contract filed
with the FpPC as a rate schedule. Jd, at 421-23. The Court noted
in dicta that "under certain circumstances® the Commission was
authorized to compel interconnection under Section 202(b}, but
this was clearly not the authority relied upon by the Commission
or the fourt (id. at 423), and, in any event, the case involved
the purchasing of power from the interconnected utility.

In pew Bngland Powexr Co, v. FPC, 349 F.2d4 258 (1st Cir.
1965), the Commission relied on Section 202(b) to order Kew
England Power Company ("NEPCO®) to Sell electric energy to the
applicant, but eaid that NEPCO could use an existing
interconnection through a NBP&O affiliate to accomplish this.
nepco challenged the order on the basis that authority under

section 202(b) was limited to circumstances where a new
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interconnection was required. Id. at 262. The First Circuit
upheld the Commission, holding that the Commission could order a
sale of energy under Section 202(b) without directing a new
physical connection. 1Id, at 263. This case does not support the
Commission’s authority to order a utility to make a Section
202 (b) interconnection for purposes other than facilitating an
energy sale by, or exchange with, that utility. 4/

TANC also cites Gainesville Utilities Dept, V. Florida
Power Corp, , 402 U.S. 515 (1971), and ¥Village of Elbow lake V.

“otter Tail Powex Co., 46 F.P.C. 675 (1971), modified, otter Tail
Powex Co. v ppc, 473 P.2da 1253 (8th cir. 1973), as general
support for Section 202(b) authority. However, In both of these
cases, the applicant was specifically seeking an iInterconnection
for the purpose of purchasing energy from the utility with which
it sought interconnection. In Gainesville, the Commisasion
ordered the interconnection sought so that the applicant could
rely on power deliveries through the interconnection in lieu of
building expensive reserve generation. In ¥illage of Elbow Lake.
the Commission ordered the interconnection that the applicant

sought for the purpose of obtaining its entire energy

4/ Although the court used broad language In this case
suggesting that Section 202(b) contalns the authority to
order an Interconnection, a sale, or both, this statement
was made in the context of ordering a sale without ordering
an interconnection. The court did not have before i1t and
was plainly not addressing the situation where the
commission would attempt to order an interconnection
independent of a sale. The NEPCQ case has apparently
never been relied upon as authority Lor allowing an
interconnection order in the absence Of a sale by or
exchange with the utility that is ordered to interconnect.
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requirements, but denied the request for wheeling as beyond its
authority.

Section 202(b), therefore, applies only to requests Lor
interconnections associated vich a sale by Or exchange OF energy
with the utility with which interconnection IS sought. Tre
regulatory scheme iIntended that utilities provide other services,
such as coordination or interconnections to facilitate
transmission, on a discretionary basis. In Southeastern Power
Administration v. Kentucky Utilities Co,, 16 F.B.R.C. § 63,051 at

° 65,247 (1981), aff’'d, 25 F.B.R.C. § 61,204 (1983), a Commission
administrative law judge succinctly described how Congress
specifically left certain activities to be voluntary under
section 202, and that only an iInterconnection for the purpose of
a sale could be ordered:

In § 202 Of _the Power Act, Congress left to .
the discretion of the utilities such actions
and practices as “coordinationof facilities
for the generation, transmisaion, and sale Of
electric energy.. Transmission for others,
or "wheeling®" as transmission and certain
other activities have been termed for
convenience, were left voluntary activities.
Only interconnection for purpose of sale

could be required (8202(b)).
Id. (emphasis added).

Accordingly, bec: 82 TANC requests an interconnection
only to fac’li.ate tramnsmission, not, for the purpose of
buying energy from or exchanging energy with the Companies,
Section 202 (b) does not authorize the Commission to grant such

relief.
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Even IT TANC’s request for an interconnection were
appropriate under Section 202(b), its request for the coordinated
operation of cOTP and the Pacific Intertie is inappropriate,
Coordinated operations were always intended by Section 202 to be
voluntary and discretionary. See Central Iowa Power & Coop. V.
FERC, 606 F.2d 1156, 1167 (D.C. Cir. 1979%); Southeastern Power,
16 P.E.R.C. 9§ 63,051. Section 202(b) allows the Commission
only to order a *"physical connection," a sale Or exchange, and
terms and conditions necessary to such order. Coordinated
. operation, unless necessary for a sale Or exchange, is a Separate
concept. W Congress intended to address coordinated
operation, it did so explicitly, such as in FPA Sections 202(a)
and 210{a) (1) (C) .

Further, it is clear that two of the three Companies
could not possibly be subject to an iInterconnection order under
Section 202(b) , because neither Bdison nOr SDG&E owns any
facilities that could be directly interconnected with cotp.
Although TANC vaguely asks for interconnection with the Pacific
AC Intertie, the Intertie facilities are not jointly owned by the
three Companies.

For the foregoing reasons, TANC has NOt stated a
sufficient case for relief under Seétion 202(b).

2. TANC Is Not An nntiltz That Can Request Rslief

Undex FPA Section 2

TANC also asserts that FERC has authority under PPA

Section 210 to require physical interconnection and coordination
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of operations. Application at 31. However, TANC is 2ot an
entity that may seek relief under Section 210.

Section 210(a) (1) provides that the entities that may
apply for an order thereunder are any electric utility,
geothermal power producer, Federal power marketing agency,
gualifying cogenerator, or qualifying small power producer. TANC
is none of these. Tre only entity In the 1ist that could
possibly be thought to encompass TANC is '‘electric utility."”
However, "electric utility" is defined by Section 3(22) of the
FPA as "any person or State agency which sells electric energy:

" TANC does not sell electric energy, and, therefore, is not an
relectric utility.” 5/

In

Flathead Reservationv. M , 2% P.B.R.C. 161,141

(1984), FERC denied an application for a wheeling order under Fra

Section 211 because the applicant was not an entity entitlied to
seek relief thereunder. Section 211 contains the same 1ist OF
eligible applicants as Section 210, except that Section 211 does
not include qualifying facilities. 1In Confederated Sfalish., FERC
found that the Tribes' application "fails at the threshcidr,
because the Tribes were not ir the business of selling

electricity, even though they might be at some future time:

5/ TANC does not claim that it is an electric utility, NOr does
it claim that it sells electric energy, The most TANC
alleges is that it is a ®person® engaged IN the transmission
of electric powver and energy and iIs "authorized® tO engage
in the purchaee and sale of electric power and energy.
Application at 30.
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Because they are not engaged in the business

of selling electric eneg?, the Tribes fall

outside the definition an electric utility

found IN section 3(22). The Tribes are not a

Federal power marketimg agency, nor do they

claim to be a geothermal power producer.

Section 211 provides no avenue Of wheeling

relief for applicants such as the Tribes Who

are not now electric utilities but may be at

some future time.
28 F.E.R.C. at 61,252. )

Tre fact that TANC is an agency that represents
enticies which may be electric utilities does Nnot make TANC
§ 61,262 at 61,772 (1990), the Commission held that the
definition of electric utility in Section 3(22) encompasses only
the entity actually selling emergy, and does not include that
entity’s parents, subsidiaries, or affiliates. 8imilarly, the
electric utility status Of TANC’# members does NOt extend to the
separate organization that represents them.

Because TANC is not an electric utility or other entity
that may seek Section 210 relief, its Application thereunder must

be dismissged.

C. TANC’S RECITATION OF THR PACTUAL BACKGROUND I8 DISTORTED

ERs

The Companies note that while TANC uses about four
pages of its Application to discuss the legal basis for itn
request (Applicationat 29-32), it uses about twenty pages toO
describe irs version of the factual background relating to COTP.
Application at 7-27. Most of this *factuaxi® material is slanted
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and distorted to create the false impression that the Companies
were unwilling to provide for interconnection or for coordinated
operations after the California public Utility Commisaion’s
decision to deny the Companies’ participation in COTP. Because
TANC’s Application should be dismissed On the legal grounds
discussed above, it would be wasteful to respond to each
misstatement 1IN TANC’s lengthy recitation of the background, but
a general response is necessary so that these false accusations
Uo not go unrebutted. &/

The Companies have never wavered In their intent to

) provide for interconnection and for coordinated operation with

corp. Indeed, the Companies spent much time iIn the last several
years drafting agreements, reviewing TANC draft agreements, and
attending meetings In an effort to reach mutual understandings.
The Interconnection and coordinated operation of a major new
inter-regional transmission line with existing major inter-
regional transmission lines in which transfer capacity is shared
among several parties raises many complex and difficult issues.
The Companies offered significant concessions in an attempt tO
reach a compromise, and to develop an agreement that, when taken
as a whole, would be acceptable to all parties. When it became

apparent that the parties would be Unable to resolve all of their

d

g/ Because TANC'S Application i8 not a complaint as defined
in 18 CP.R. § 385.206(a) (1991), the Companies are not
required by 18 C.P.R. § 385.213(c)(2) (1991) tO deny
specifically and In detail each material allegation. The
Companizs reserve thelr right to do so if TANC’s Application
IS NOot dismissed.
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differences sufficiently in advance of COTP’s projected
January 1, 1993 completion date to ensure that the agreement
could be put into effect in time for COTP’s commencement, PG&E
and the Companies committed to make unilateral filings of the
necessary interconnection and coordination arrangements, fThis
commitment assured the COTP participants Of the benefits of
interccnnected and coordinated operation and thus left no room
for doubt as to the sincerity of the Companies’ intentiocns.
The Companies have now fulfilled their commirment to

“file rate schedules to provide the requested services. TANC’s
accusations against the Companies are both unwarranted ana
irrelevant to its Application, and should be disregarded.

D. TANC’S PROPOSED “RATE SCHEDULR® DORS HOT PROVIDE ADBQUATZ
TERMS ?OR m INTERCORNECTIO& m coonnmm OPERATICON

TANC appended 1o its Application a document entitled
*Califorria-Oregon Transmission Project Interconnection and
Coordinated Operations Rate Schedule,* Or "ICORS."™ TANC asserts
that this *rate schedule” contains ®a’l necessary terms and
conditions to effectuate the intercomnection and coordinated
operation of the corp with the PGaE electric asystem and the
Intertie” and requests that the Commission order its acoption in
response to TANC's Application. Application at 32-34. Because
TANC's Application must be dismissed for the legal reasons set
forth in Parts A and B above, noc useful purpose would be served
by detailing herein the numerous deficiencies and unreasonable

provisions in TANC’s proposal. |t must be noted, however, that
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TANC’s proposed rate schedule is seriocusly inadequate to
accamplish its asserted purpese. 72/

TANC’e ICORS fails to set forth many of the necessary
rates, terms, and conditions for the interconnection and
coordinated operation of inter-regional transmission lines. Por
example, TANC’'S proposed rate schedule provides NO rate, O rate
methodology, for sexvices performed under it. Instead, it states
only that these rates are to be determined by mutual agreement of
the parties, at some undefined date, through an *axecutive

;caumitteé.' ICOR8 Section 532 8imilarly, TANC’s proposal
leaves for future negotiation by an executive cormittese the
development of policies and procedures for, among other things:
(1) coordinating the operation of COTP with the Pacific
Intertie; (2) scheduling transactions; (3) curtailing schedules;
and (4) determining and allocating transmission line losses.
ICORS Sections 5.3.2 and 5.3.5. As TANC points out in its
Application, however, the partiss attempted unsuccessfully for
more than four years to negotiate agreementaz ONn the terms and

conditions for interconnection and for coordinated operations.

7/ As noted In footnote 6, gupra. the Companies are not
required by the Commission’s regulation8 to rebut
specifically eaca OfF TANC’Ss allegations in this Answer. In
addition, the Companies believe that they have no obligation
at this point to provide a detailed reply to the terms of
TANC’s proposed ICORS, because those proposed terms could
be given effect only aftér ¥PA Section 202(b) and 210
proceedings, and are, in any event, part of an exhibit to an
Application that should be dismissed. The Companies reserve
their right to provide n more detailed critique of TANC’s
I1COrRS I the Commission should decide tO permit TANC's
Application to proceed.
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Application at 24. IT the parties again are unable to reach
agreement, the ICORS provides that these mztters would oe
submitted to dispute resolution (ICORS Sections 52 and 19),
which likely would result in additional, filings and litigation
before the Commigsion. Moreover, TANC’s proposed rate schedule
provides no mechanism to resolve any of these crucial matters
pending the completion Of dispute resolution. Thus, TANC’S
proposed rate schedule would likely lead tO additional disputes
among the parties, and could delay establishment OF procedures
“for interconnection and coordinated operation until well beyond
coTp’s planned in-aremice date.

Moreover, Sectior 83 would apparently permit TANC
members to schedule transactions tO and from PG&R’s Tesla
substation and to and from COTP *at PO additional costs and
without the need for any other agreements or amendmentsg to
existing acreements.® 8/ If this section is intended to
provide TANC with free transmission over PG&E’s underlying
system, it is patently unreasonable. §/ On June 1, 1992,
pursuant to its commitment to TANC and under Section 205 of the

g/ Because this issue has a direct_impact on pGaE, PG&E is
sponsoring this paragraph individually.

9/ PGaE's Tesla Substation is not ‘part of COTP and is Not a
transaction point for -scheduling power. Transaction points
are only loads, resources, and control area boundaries, no:
substations., Transactiods at Tesla such as TANC proposes
are simply accounting fictions contrary to utility practice.
Trarsactions sought by TANC members can be accomplished
properly through either existing iInterconnection agreements
or the COTP Transmission Service Rate Schedule filed by rGaE
In Docket No. ER92-596-000.
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FPA, PG&E filed its COTP Transmission Service Rate Schedule.
(*CT8RS") (Pocket No. BR92-596-000) 1O provide TANC members With
s2xvice for we iIn conjunction with COTP. Section 83 of the
ICORS IS nothing other than an attempt tO circumvent the
interconnection agreements and the CTSRS by requiring PG&E tO
provide free service. This is clearly unacceptable. The CTSRS
proceeding provides the proper forum for TARC 1O air any issues
It has regarding the nature of and prices for use Of PGsR’Ss
transmission system in conjunction with COTP.

. In contrast to the inadequacies Of TANC’s ICORS, the
Companies’ and PG&B’s Section 205 £ilings set forth

comprehensively the rates, terms, and conditions foOr service.
Under the BPA, these rate schedules can be placed into effect In
a timely manner, and TANC will be accorded a full and fair
opportunity to challenge any provision it views as unjust or
unreasonable. Therefore, considering both the legal deficiencies
in TANC’s application and the inadequacies in its proposed rate
schedule, the Comparnies’ and PG&E’s Section 205 f£ilings clearly
provide the prope:- vehicle for evaluating the rates, terms, and

conditions Of the services to be provided.



- 24 =
III. CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth herein, the Companies move to
dismiss TANC’s Application for an order requiring interconnection
and coordinated operations. That Application is moot in light of
the rate schedules Tiled by PG&B and the Companies tO provide
these services. Moreover, TANC IS not authorized by the FPA

erections it relies upon to seek the relief it IS requesting. |IT
TANC’s Application is not dismissed, the Companies request an

opportunity Tor hearing prior to any action thereon, as required
. by the FPa.

Respectfully submitted,
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

[3V]

l:.‘hA

City of Vernon, California, ) o —
) Sk ~

i < S O

Applicant, ; wet 9 m

v. ) Docket No. EL9Z4322068 5

Pacific Gas and Electric ) e D=

Company

Southern California Edison
Company and

San diegoe Gas & Electric
Company,

Respondents.

anNswer OF CITY OF VERNON

TO MOTION TO DISMISS OF EDISOM, PG&E AND SDG&E

Southern California Edison Company, pPacific Gas and
Electric Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (collec-
tively the "Companies”} have moved to dismiss the application
filed by the City of Vernon, California ("Vernon") in the instant
docket. Vernon hereiln answers in opposition to the motion.

Verncn’s application INn this docket INcorporates by
reference an application filed by Transmission Agency of Northern
California ("TANC") 1In Docket No. EL92-25-000. Concurrently with
their filing of a pleading (intervention, answer, protest, and
motion) directed to Vernon’s application, the Companies filed a
basically similar pleading directed to Tanc’'s application. As
the owner of the largest share of COTP, Tanc is playing the lead
role In the litigation protection of the iInterests of the COTP

participants in COTP-related proceedings. Vernon will continue
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!

to defer to TANC in connection with the motion of the Companies
to dismiss the application in Docket No. EL92-26-000. (Vernon
has moved for intervention iIn that docket.) The answer to that
motion will presumably constitute at least a partial response to
the aforesaid EL92-32-000 motion to dismiss. At this juncture,
Vernon addresses, fTirst, assertions in the motion that relate to
Vernon but not to TANC and, second, an apparent—-and trouble-
some——attempt by the Companies to squirm out of commitments given
by them to provide a procedural vehicle for this forum to estab-
lish appropriate texrms and conditions to govern various inter-
entity relationships and arrangements associated with COTP.

The Companies contend that TaNC 1S not an electric
utility, and they base a plea for dismissal on that fact. They
concede, as, indeed, they must, that the same cortehtidn cdnnot
be applied to Vermnon. They recognize (motion at p. 6, nove 3)
that Vernon is an electric utility within the definition of the
term iIn the Federal Power Act. They state (id.):

However, there iIs a separate reason why Vernon may
not be able to avail itself of (FPA] Section

210. . . . Vernon does not allege sufficient. in-
formation in Its application to show iIts ownership
or control status with respect to COTP facilities.

The assertion is nonsense. Vernon stated In its
application that it Is a participant in COTP. Vernon added iIn
1ts paragraph 4 that Tanc’s "proposed Commission order and
"California-Oregon Transmission Project Interconnection and
Coordinated Operaticn Rate Schedule®™ would accord to all COTP

participants, including Vernon, the same relief."” Vernon noted

in its paragraph 5 that Vernon "files this application to assure



that the Commission treats Vernon as a co-applicant co-equal with
TANC In pursuit of the remedy TANC seeks on behalf of all COTP
participants.” Vernon incorporated by reference tanc’s aforesaid
application, In that application the term "COTP Participants" 1s
used as synonymous with owners of undivided shares in the COTP
facilities. See, e.g., page 2 note 1 and accompanying text,
identifying Vernon as one such COTP participant,
Indeed, the prepared testimony of witness Speckman
filed by the three Companies in Docket No. ER92-626-000 includes
the following words (@t pp- 9$-10):
It 1s my understanding that the current COTP Par-
ticipants and their approximate transfer capabili-
ty allocation percentages are: . . . the Califor-
nia City of Vernon (7.6%). . . .

(These pages of the Speckman testimony are attached hereto).

That percentage traiislates to 121 ¥w of transfer entitlement.

Vernon"s ownership interest in COTP is 8.053% of the whole.

Accordingly, the motion to dismiss Vernon®s application
1S without merit.

The troublesome aspect of the pleading of the three
Companies is apparent from these words on page 2:

The Commission should consider only the rate
schedules that pGse and the Companies have pro-
posed because the Federal Power Act ('FPA") regu-
latory scheme confers on utilities the right to
define the gqrameters of the services they are to
provide, subject only to a finding by the Commis-
sion that the terms and conditions are unjust,
unreasonable, or unduly discriminatory.
(Presumably, tr.z word "not" was i1nadvertently omitted between
"are” and "unjust’.)

The words are not perfectly clear, but it would seen
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that the intended meaning i1s that the Commission is statutorily
empowered either to accept or to reject the rate schedules
proffered by the Companies but cannot revise those proffered rate
schedules to establish just and reasonable and not unduly prefer-
entizl or discriminatory tariff arrangements.

Indeed, because Vernon®s application supports TANC's
proposed Commission order and rate schedule, the position of the
Companies that Vermon®s application is now moot iIs apparently
founded on the rationale that the Commission cannot consider COTP
tariff arrangements other than those proposed by the Companies.

IT that i1s not the Intended meaning, the true intent
IS, at best, obscure. If that is, indeed, the intended meaning,
the Companies should be chastised for attempting to perpetrate
what would in effect constitute a fraud on the forum, and on
governmental officials at the highest legislative and executive
levels.

It shall be recalled that the Companies have repeatedly
offered to provide COTP-related services on appropriate terms and
conditions?® and, if such terms and conditions cannot be fash-
1oned by negotiation, to present them to the Commission In a
Section 205 filing. ITf the Companies now mean to contend that
they can present proposed tariff provisions to the Commission on

a take-it-or-Isave-it-basis, the commitments (given to various

*/ See, e.g., the COTP Memorandum of Understanding ("'MOU™), in-
eluded In Exhibit E of tanc’'s application. As Vernon has
pointed out in pleadings filed in City of Vernon v. Pacific
Gas and Electric Company, Docket No. EL92-2-000, the MOU

entitles vernon to COTP arrangements with the utility signa-
tories.



affected entities, Congress, high-level officials of the execu-
tive branch, etc.) were sham. The Companies need not make a
Commission Filing to present a take-i1t-ox-leave-it proposal to
the COTP participants, and a filing on that basis (if its legali-
ty were upheld) adds nothing to what can be offered without

resort to a filing.

WHEREFORE, Vernon respectfully requests that the motion

to dismiss be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

David B. Brearley

City of Vernon City Attorney

2244 South Hacienda Boulevard

Unit 223

Hacienda Heights, .alifornia 91745

Tel "hone 818) 3
{:ij:;Z:Zzéig/f/ v 5 U\

" Channing D."Strother, Jr.
Goldberg, Fieldman & Letham, P.C.
1100 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, pD.Cc. 20005
Telephone (202} 463-8300

Attorneys for City of Vernon

July 13892
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that | have this day served a copy
of the foregoing document upon the participants in this proceed-
Ing in accordance with the requirements of Rule 2010 of the Rules
of Practice and Procedure.

Dated at Washington, p.c., this 6th day of July 1992.

<:iij (jzz/??\slﬁjb7';7 s

~“Arnold Fieldman— ©
\/
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Exhibit Nos. (BMS-1)
Through (BMS-3)

BEFORE THE

g
| UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
{ FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Southern California Edison Company

Pacific Gas and Clectric Company

and Docket No. ER92- 626

San Diego Gas & Electric Company

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY
AND EXHIBITS OF
BERNARD M. SPECKMAN

; ON BEHALF OF
| SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
AND
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

JUNE 1992
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Substation (includingbus work and circuit breakers) to the
COT? Terminus. The Tesla ByPass IS described and
illustrazed In COA Appendix D, Section D.1.3 and Att chment
D-2, and is discussed In Mr. rilippi’s Prepared Direct
Testimony, &xh. No, — (JLF-1) . A single line diagram of
COTP is included as Attachment p-1 to Appendix D.

Are there facilities being constructed in the Pacific
Northwest iIn connection with COTP?

Yes. To increase transfer capability between the Pacific
Norrnwesc and California at COB by 1600 i above the present
3200 ¥ transfer capability, transmission rainforcementsg in
the Pacific Northwest are required. Such new facilities and
facility modifications, referred to as the Northwest
Reinforcement Project, include a new substation -- the
Captain Jack Substation -- near Malin, Oregon, a six-mile
500 kv line to COB to join COTP with the Captain Jack
Substation, and reinforcements to, and upgrading of,
existing sonneville Power Administration ("epa*), Portland
General Electric Company, and PacifiCorp transmission
facilities. The Northwest reinforcement Project facilities

are described and illustrated in coa Appendix D, Section D.2
and Attachment D-3.

Which entities have entitlements in COTP transfer capability
and what s the extent of their entitlements?

o

Ir IS my understanding thact the currenc COTP Participants

and cheir approximate transfer c-pabcilicy allocation
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percentages are: Wsszern (11%); the California City of
Vernon (7.6%); cowr (no initial allocation, with rights to
§%¥ of cznzr Participants” allocations commencing In the year
2005); the Transmission Agency of Northern California
(*TANC*) (77%) -- whose mempers Include the California
Cities of Alameda, Healdsburg, Lodi, Lompoc, Palo Alto,
Redding, Rosaville, Santa Clara, and ukiah, the plumas-
Sierra Rural Electric Cooperative, sMuD, the Modesto
Irrigation District, and the Turlock Irrigation District; --
the San Joaquin Valley Power Authority (2.5%); Shasta Dam
Area rpuplic Utility District (%) San Juan Suburban Water
District (.06%); and Carmichasl Water District (.06%),

What is pG«E’s role with respect to the operation of COTP?
coTp is located within »G«2’'s control area and was designed
to be operated as part of a coordinated three-line system.
»GxE IS the logical choice to coordinate three-line system
operation because it already performs control area functions
with the Pacific Northwest for the Pacific AC Intertie.
Moreover, because of its responsibilities as an operator of
a control area, pG&«E must be able to exercise a degree of
operational control over COTP to maintain the reliability o:
the control area. The coaA, therefore, provides that pGsE
shail be the operator of the Coordinated three-line syscem.

However, as acknowledged INn COA Section 6.2.2, the coT?
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